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METHODOLOGY
EPIC = MRA administered interviews with 400 registered votegsding in Kent
County, Michigan, from September 7 - 10, 2010. Resents were selected utilizing an interval
method of randomly selecting records of publishesidential telephone numbers. The sample
was stratified so that every area of the countgpgesented in the sample according to its
contribution to the overall county population.

In interpreting survey results, all surveys argjsct to error; that is, the results of the
survey may differ from those that would have bektaioed if the entire populations were
interviewed. This “margin of error” quantifies tdegree to which random sampling will differ
from a survey of the entire population, taking iatwount, among other things, the disposition of
individuals who do not complete the interview. Babther way, the opinions of those who are
not randomly selected or who decline to be inteve@, are no more or less likely to be different
— within the margin of error — than the opinionglafse who complete an interview and are
included in the sample. The size of sampling edepends on the totalmber of respondents to

the particular question.

For example, 50% of all 400 respondents indicateg t' . . . were within walking
distance [of] a city, township or county parkQuestion # 11). As indicated in the chart below,
this percentage would have a sampling error of ptusinus 4.9 percent. This means that with
repeated sampling, it is very likely (95 times ofievery 100), the percentage for the entire
population would fall between 45.1 percent and p&&ent, hence 50 percent 4.9 percent. The
table on the next page represents the estimateplisgnerror for different percentage
distributions of responses based on sample size.
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EPIC- MRA SAMPLING ERROR BY PERCENTAGE (AT 95 IN 1000INFIDENCE LEVEL)
Percentage of sample giving specific response
10 20 30 4 5 60 70 8 9
SAMPLE SIZE % margin of error £
650 2.3 3.1 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.8 35 3.1 2.3
600 2.4 3.2 3.7 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.2 2.4
550 2.5 3.3 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.8 3.3 25
500 2.6 35 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.0 35 2.6
450 2.8 3.7 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.2 3.7 2.8
400 2.9 3.9 4.5 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.5 3.9 2.9
350 3.1 4.2 4.8 5.1 5.2 5.1 4.8 4.2 3.1
300 34 4.5 5.2 55 5.7 55 5.2 4.5 3.4
250 3.7 5.0 5.7 6.1 6.2 6.1 5.7 5.0 3.7
200 4.2 55 6.4 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.4 5.5 4.2
150 4.8 6.4 7.3 7.8 8.0 7.8 7.3 6.4 4.8
100 5.9 7.8 9.0 9.6 9.8 9.6 9.0 7.8 5.9
50 8.3 11.1 12.7 13.6 13.9 13.6 12.7 11.1 8.3

Margin of error *
14%

13+
12-
11+

10 20 30 40 50 6
Percentage of sample giving specific response
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EPIC= MRA was commissioned in 2009 by the Kent Countwi8Bloof Commissioners to
develop and implement a survey to gauge, among tthmgs, public opinion of registered
voters regarding land use issues — including theHase of Development Rights (PDR)
program. In addition, there was interest in maagymalbeit in a limited fashion, public
perception about the availability and accessibditpark land, attitudes toward and participation
in recycling activities, and top-of-mind knowledaleout the level of agricultural activity within

the county.

As was mentioned in the prior section, the intesgavere stratified within the county in
proportion to the constituent jurisdictions’ cobtrtion to the overall population. For analytical
purposes, the county geography was broken dowreigtd regions, three of which subdivided

Grand Rapids City into its component election wards

* GR Ward 1, N=32 (8% of the total);
* GR Ward 2, N=40 (10% of the total); and,
* GR Ward 3, N=38 (10% of the total).

Also segregated were:

* Wyoming City, N=41 (10% of the total)

» The “Northwest”, consisting of the townships ofgama, Alpine, Plainfield, Solon,
Sparta and Tyrone, N=53 (13% of the total);

* The “Northeast”, consisting of the townships ofn@an, Courtland, Grattan, Nelson,
Oakfield and Spencer, and the cities of Cedar §pramd Rockford N=36 (7% of the
total);

* The “Southwest”, consisting of the townships ofr@, Gaines and Grand Rapids and
“the cities of: East Grand Rapids, Grandville, Keodd and Walker N=112 (28% of the
total); and,

* The “Southeast”, (consisting of the townships olaABowne, Caledonia, Cascade,
Lowell and Vergennes, and the city of Lowell, N542% of the total).

-- Questionnaire Frame
With the primary aim of measuring citizen attittdevard governance of land use in

general, and specific types of land use tools ntiqadar, an obvious starting point was to take an
initial measurement without offering any backgroumigrmation or pro/con advocacy

statements. This was done at the outset of tleevietv in a battery of questions briefly



EPIC= MRA p. 4

describing eight public policy goals in which gowerents might engage — ranging from law
enforcement to economic development and includang luse initiatives. Respondents were
asked to assess the relative importance of eattteaight stated goals and the outcomes from
this initial measurement forms the basis agairstivto compare related questions appearing
later in the survey, after the respondents had bgpased to more information.

The line of questioning then went on to ask respotslito rate their local governments’
efforts in the realm of planning for growth andtake a personal assessment of whether or not
the level of experienced growth was appropriateesg questions were followed by a series of
inquiries regarding the perceived availability aefiland, the importance of locally produced
food, and an assessment of the relative importagdeulture has on the county economy along
with perceptions about the amount of farmland en¢bunty over time. The preceding questions
were designed to have respondents start thinkingtdand and land use within their own
experience, as well as on the wider county level.

With the immediately preceding questions as a bagkdespondents were next asked to
Agree/Disagree with a battery of six statementsciviaisserted “truths” regarding the regulation
or non-regulation of land. The statements spalfidocused on controlling population growth,
the preservation of farmland and the proper rolgasernment in a free market economy.

What followed were questions which provided thgoeglent with objective information
concerning farmland in the county. Specificallg fjuestions noted the reduction in the number
of acres devoted to agriculture over time and Kaminty’'s national ranking in the production of
several agricultural commodities. Respondents Wexe asked to register their reactions about
the reduction in agricultural acreage and theiel®f concern about it.

After having been “warmed up” to thinking aboutdamse in the early sections of the
interview, and receiving more specific informati@mout agriculture in particular, respondents
were asked separate questions about favoring arsopgp voluntary government programs
designed to preserve open space and farmland. duhase who voiced opposition, a follow-
up question presented a closed-end list of reasompposition and asked respondents to select
the one that best represented their view. Thesgtyestions were succeeded by a statement
identifying an existing Kent County purchase of @lepment rights program and another request
to indicate whether or not the respondent favoreapposed the just-described Kent County

land preservation program.
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In an effort to gauge residents’ specific knowledfipurchase of development rights
programs, a series of seven statements were rgaiah, @urporting to state “truths” about such
programs. Respondents were then asked to indfdate statement was an accurate, or
inaccurate, description of PDRs.

In a final set of questions, respondents were agkadsess the level of relative
importance they placed on the existence of openespad farmland preservation programs. For
those who reported a relatively high level of intpace on either of the types of PDRs, a follow-
up question asked to make a similar assessmeheameed for dedicated sources of funding for
the respective programs.

The interview concluded with a battery of demogiajuestions.

-- General Observations
In the initial measurements at the outset of threesy 81% of respondents indicated that

preserving farmland and open space for local faodyrction is a worthy aim of local
governments, but not necessarily as important,eesared on the scale provided. For instance,
public safety (95%), pollution control (91%), roahintenance (85%), and economic
development programs (83%) ranked higher in respatstperception of importance while
recycling (72%), traffic congestion (64%), and cofiing population growth (50%) ranked

lower (Q1-8).

Respondents also issued an overall “Positive” gadin53% for the manner in which their
local officials planned for growth and developmeXkd.evidenced by the split responses of
“very” positive and “very” negative responses, theas little intensity as to the opinions
regarding how local officials planned for growttdastevelopment (Q9). Corroborating the lack
of intense feeling about how well local governmdrdse done in the area of planning is the
notion among a strong majority of residents (698a} the amount of growth that has taken place
in the county over the past 20 years has bemut right (Q10).

Responses to questions regarding parks also supgosbservation that there is not an
overriding need for greater land use regulatiooréate public spaces. Almost all say they have
visited a park at least within the last year, vathery strong majority (66%) reporting having
done so in the past month. In addition, 96% gboeslents believe they are within a reasonable
distance of a county, city or township park an@¢lquarters of the respondents indicate that
there are currently about the right number of p&XE1-13).
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The overall picture begins to change somewhat wegpondents are required to focus
more closely on the local agricultural scene. ySpédrcent of respondents report frequenting a
local farmers’ market at least once a month, 978tcate that they place high value on
domestically produced farm products, and 78% ackembge agriculture as a key component in
the local economy (Q14-17). Respondents also ateliec by overwhelming margins — that the
amount of land dedicated to agriculture in Kent @gunas declined over the past two decades,
but most of this group believe it has done so 68lymewhat”or “A little” (Q18).

The underlying interest and importance respondaate on open space and farmland
preservation is again evidenced by responseseaesf agree/disagree statements. Among a
series of six statements, 89% of respondents itedtbat preserving open space is important to
the future quality of life for Kent County, 76% agrthat the loss of farmland has a negative
impact on our local economy, 71% agree that comiadeaind residential development in areas
without strong local planning results in highertsder government services, and 69% agreed
that if the population continues to grow withoutmaplanning and control it will have a negative
impact on the economy in Kent County. (By contresstponses to a similar question earlier in
the survey indicated that only 50% thought planriorgpopulation growth was at least an
important priority (Q3); the lowest ranking givemeight governmental activities presented.). A
statement that market forces, not government régalashould drive development patterns
received the lowest level of agreement (54%) ia action (Q19-24).

When told about the specific amount of land in¢banty that is no longer available for
agriculture, 61% report that the level of los$Tieo much”, with 32% of this group indicating it
was “much too much” loss of farmland. When resmons were informed about the high-
ranking of Kent County as an agricultural produé&% of respondents report that they were at
least somewhat concerned about the loss of farmfahthose indicating a concern, 32%
indicated concern because it reduces the avathabiiilocally grown food, 28% indicated
concern because the farmland helps preserve envenatal quality, 18% indicated concern
because the loss of farmland will result in a los®bs, and 15% indicated concern regarding
the loss of farmland because population growthlt®sua greater need for services and more
taxes. (Q25-27).

Despite the significant indications from respondaatiout the importance of agriculture

in Kent County (Q17), upon the initial question aionly included a brief generic explanation
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of the concept of purchasing development right8p ®f respondents indicated that they “favor”
the program (Q28). However, upon hearing more fips@bout the program 77% of
respondents favor purchase of development righhtsgen spacand 70% indicate support of
the purchase of development rights program for fanchpreservation (Q29, Q31).

For the 20% opposed to PDR for open spawdthe 27% opposed to PDR for farmland
preservatiorthey indicated that their primary rationale waat tpovernment should not be in the
business of purchasing development rights for [aredervation (Q30, 32).

Despite the strong support about PDR in the primstjons (Q29, Q31), 64% were not
aware that Kent County has operated a programéé#dof respondents indicated that they
favor the PDR program in Kent County (Q33, Q34)isTreduction in support from the earlier
response levels is of enough significance fronmgireeric survey questions regarding PDR to
make it worthy of note. The reason for this i®éfound in the following battery of questions

To gauge the level of understanding regarding PRIRnams, a series of eight statements
were presented to the respondents, who were thel & report whether or not the statement
was accurate or inaccurate. Respondents were lisdoaindicate that theyDidn’t know' or
were ‘Undecided about the accuracy of the statement. In thiseseof question, the significant
responses were in the large numbetllidecided” responses as it relates to questions regarding
funding or if other areas of ti&tate had seen a benefit from PDR programs. Tiessi#s
clearly indicate a lack of specific knowledge camieg PDR programs. However, in subsequent
guestions regarding farmland and open space pagarnprograms, respondents indicated
support returning to very strong levels (Q35-42).

In a quasi-repeat of a question posed earlieranrtterview, respondents were again
asked to assess the level of importance that tlaeg@ on programs designed to preserve
farmlandand 71% of respondents again expressed a sentinatrihese programs are of great
importance to them (Q43). In this instance, thaltoumber of respondents indicating farmland
preservation programs was eithEssential” or “Very important” spiked to levels (71%) even
higher than the already very-strong levels (66%nsa the prior generic question (Q34). As for
programs designed to preserve open spEk% of respondents indicated that it was at leaist
important or essential to have programs to presepea space (Q45). It is interesting to note
that in the prior questions regarding the diffelaian between open space and farmland,

respondents were more supportive of the conceppen space preservation, while respondents
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indicate more support for farmland preservatiorragurvey questions regarding agricultural
production had been presented.

In a follow-up question regarding the need for did&ted funding source for farmland
preservation61% of respondents indicated it is at least “Vienportant” with an additional 29%
indicating it is “Somewhat” important to have a tbaded funding source for farmland
preservation (Q44). As it relates to a funding seupr_open spagereservation, 57% indicated
that it is at least “Very Important” with an addmial 34% indicating that it is “Somewhat”
important that there be a dedicated funding sofmcepen space programs (Q46). However, the
respondents’ support for a dedicated funding soomest be relayed back to the prior survey
guestions wherein the highest numberldhdecided respondents landed on the statements
concerning whether or not the funding sourcestergrograms were from public or private
sources. That is, respondents generally conclirtivé notion that PDR’s are a good thing and
ought to have a dedicated source of funding, by tack awareness concerning the existing
program and how it is funded. Moreover, therenisdentifiable uncertainty among a significant
portion of the respondents regarding the role eegoment involvement with land use issues
(Q3, Q20).

In sum, there is strong evidence that Kent Couitizens — especially those in the
“Northeast” region and Ward 3 of Grand Rapids Gitsire, in the abstract, pre-disposed toward
programs that are designed to preserve open spd¢exen more so for farmland. The citizens
of the county highly value locally produced fooents and they also value the quality of life
afforded by their geographical spot in the stddewever, there is uncertainty about the role of
government as it relates to the disposition of prop As a result of these seemingly conflicting
(or inconsistent) perceptions and opinions, it Wélnecessary for registered voters to be
educated regarding the PDR program in order tomlhe levels of support indicated in this

survey.
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QUESTION-BY-QUESTION RESULTS

Questions 1-8

-- Relative importance of several county and locajovernment policy goals

Survey respondents were first asked a batteryraf questions which recited major
policy aims of some local governments. The ordgresentation of the questions was rotated
for succeeding respondents to minimize any biassponses. After hearing a brief description
of the policy goal and, in some cases, specifimastto advance the goal, respondents were
asked to reveal whether they thought the spedificveas a, Top Priority” , an“Important, but
Not a Top Priority”, only “Slightly Important” or, “Not Important at All”. The following chart
illustrates, from highest to lowest based on “Tatgbortant”, the relative positions of the

several policy goals presented to respondents:

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE PLACED ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT POLI CY AIMS

Top Impt TOT Slight Not DK/
[READ AND ROTATE Q.1 TO Q.§]

Prior NotTop Impt Impt Impt und

Protecting the public from crime and drugs 66% 29% 95% 3% 1% 1%

Protecting the air, land and waterways from

) 58% 33% 91% 7% 2% -
pollution

Providing economic development programs angg%
incentives to attract business and industry

34% 83% 11% 5% 1%

Maintaining and improving area roads 39% 46% 85%  13% 1% 1%

Preserving farmland and open space for local
food production

Offering programs to recycle household items

such as cans, plastics, cardboard and 27% 45% 2% 18% 9% 1%
newspapers
Controlling traffic congestion 17% 47% 64% 26% 8% 2%

Controlling where population growth occurs by

49% 32% 81% 11% 7% 1%

regulating commercial and residential 20% 30% 50% 29% 17% 4%

development
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As can be seen by the chart above, importandadeg by at least a strong majority of
respondents for each of the policy aims reciteth #ie exception ofcontrolling population
growth . . ."”, which is deemed to be of importance by an evénd@espondents. Interestingly,
however, the arguably related aims*“afntrolling traffic congestion”and,“preserving
farmland and open space . , dre viewed by significantly higher proportionsreépondents as
being at least, “Important” by wide margins, andha case of farmland and open-space
preservation, the proportions viewing this aim &3@p priority’ (i.e. 49%) is the same as for

the goal of;'Providing economic development . . . incentives”.

Respondents reporting “Top Priority”, for “Crime &rugs” in proportions greater than the
overall mean (66%) included:
“Too much” Co. Growth 78%
GR Ward 3 74%
$75 to 100K income
Funding for farmland protection, “Essential

Wyoming 73%
Funding for open-space protection, “Essential”

Lived in area 16-25 years 72%

Gov't Planning Exc/Good 71%

About the “Right Amount” farmland loss
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss
“Very” concerned about farmland loss
Farmland protection programs “Very” important
Open-space protection programs “Essential”
Younger w/o college
Women under 50
GR Ward 2 70%

Respondents reporting “Top Priority”, for “Prote@gainst pollution” in proportions greater
than the overall mean (58%) included:

Funding for open-space protection, “Essential” 76%
Open-space protection programs “Essential” 74%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 72%
Farmland protection “Essential”
“Too few” parks 71%
“Favor” local PDR programs (Q28) 67%
“Favor” farmland PDR purchase (Q31) 66%
Open-space protection programs “Very Important”
“Too much” farmland loss 65%

Funding for farmland protection “Very important”
Funding for open-space protection, “Very imparta
Under $25K

Favor PDRs (Q34) 64%
“Suburban” residents
Younger w/o college

Older w/college 63%
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Respondents reporting “Top Priority”, for “Economievelopment” in proportions greater than
the overall mean (49%) included:

Farmland loss “About right” 60%

County Growth “Too slow” 59%
Over $100K

GR Ward 2 58%

Northeast Region
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss

Lived in area 16-25 years 56%

No college women 55%
Under $25K

Funding for farmland protection, “Essential” 54%

Open-space protection programs “Essential”
“Rural” residents

Respondents reporting “Top Priority”, for “Presemg farmland and open-space” in
proportions greater than the overall mean (49%)uxed:

“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 80%
Funding for open-space protection, “Essential” 7%
Funding for farmland protection “Essential” 73%
Farmland protection programs “Essential” 68%
Open-space protection programs “Essential”
Northeast region 61%
“Too much” county growth 59%
Northwest region 58%

“Favor” local PDR programs (Q28)
“Too much” farmland loss
Under $25K
“Too few” parks 57%
“Favor” farmland PDR purchase (Q31)
Post HS education
Funding for farmland protection “Very important”
$75-100K
Farmland protection programs “Very” important ~ 56%
Area resident 1-15 yrs
Favor PDRs (Q34)
“Rural” residents
Area resident 16-25 yrs
Younger w/o college
Women w/o college

Question 9

-- Majority issue a “Positive” rating for local government planning efforts

Respondents were next asked if they would gitRositive rating of Excellent or Pretty
Good” or a,“Negative rating of Only Fair or Poor; for job being done by county and local
governments in planning for and regulating growtt development. As the chart below
illustrates, a slight majority of respondents igkaa overall'Positive” rating, however, the

proportion issuing the highesExcellent” rating is a very small proportion of the overall
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assessment. Similarly, a relatively small proporiof the*Negative” rating is represented by a
rating of“Poor” .

B Pretty Good/Fair

Job Rating: Planning for/Regulating Growth
O Excellent/Poor

Total
60%- I 53%

40%-

20%-

0% -

Positive Negative Undec

Respondents reporting “Positive” in proportions lemthan the overall mean (53%) included:

Open-space protection programs, “Undecided” 40%

Post HS education 42%

“Too few” parks 43%
Men over 50

No college Men 44%

“Oppose” PDRs for purchase of open-space (Q29) 45%
Open-space protection programs “Essential”

“Little/Not” concerned about farmland loss 46%
“Undecided” on PDRs (Q34)
“Too much” county growth 48%

“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss
“Oppose” PDRs (Q28)

“Oppose” PDRs (Q34)

Funding for farmland protection “Essential”
Funding for open-space programs “Essential”
50-55 Age group

Under $25K

$25-50K

Older w/o college

Question 10

-- Strong majority see two-decade rate of growth aleing, “About right”

Respondents were next informed that, over thetpastiecades, the population of Kent
County has increased by 20%. They were then atkeely believed that such a rate of growth
is, “Too much” — (with a follow-up of whether it i™Much” too much, ofSomewhat’), is it,
“About right” or, is it“Too little” ? Sixty-nine percent of respondents indicated thelief that
the rate of growth in the county over the past 2@ryg has been,
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“About right”, 17%indicated a belief that it has bé&ono much”, and 9%offered that
the growth rate has beéffoo little” . The graph below illustrates the distribution:

8 Somewha Assesment of 20-Year Growth Rate
O Much

80%

60% 1

40%-

20%1

0% -

Too Much About Right Too Little Undec
Respondents reporting “Too much” in proportions tiég than the overall mean (17%) included:
Under $25K 33%
GR Ward 2 28%
No college men
H.S. or less

Funding for farmland protection “Smwt” important 42
Funding for open space protection “Smwt Impottan
Young, no college

“Too much” farmland loss 23%
Older, no college

Questions 11-13

-- Nearly all residents report being at least a “Rasonable distance” from a park

Initiating a series of three questions about parkbe county, respondents were asked to
indicate how close they are to a city, townshigaunty park. Fifty percent reported they were
“within walking distance’, another 46%said they were withfa,reasonable distance to travel

if they chose towith only 4%reporting they weré&po far away to travel to consider doing it”

-- Three-of-four believe there are currently, “Abou the right amount” of parks

When asked about the number and location of @tynship and county parks in their
area, three-out-of —four respondents reportedthizae werejAbout the right amount” Nearly
one-in-five (19%) reported their belief that thare,“Too few”, with 5%saying there are

already,"Too many”.

Respondents reporting “Too few” parks in proportonmigher than the overall mean (19%)
included:

Funding for open space protection “Very Impt” 30%

GR Ward 3 26%



EPIC= MRA p. 14

Farmland protection programs “Very” important
Funding for farmland protection “Very” important

“Rural” residents 25%
$50-75K
College women

Southwest region 24%

Gov't Planning “Negative” (Q9)

“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss

Open space protection programs “Very” important
Area resident 16-25 yrs

Age 56-64

-- Two-thirds have visited a park, “In the past 6 nonths”

All respondents were asked how recently they oeenber of their household had visited
a park. A total of 88%reported that they or a letvatéd member had visited a local government
park within the past year, with 66%saying the visiturred within the past month. The graph

below illustrates the frequency distribution:

Last Visitto a Park

Past Month Past 6-Mos. Past Year 1Yr. + Seldom/Never

Question 14-16

-- Over three-quarters visit a farmers’ market at least “Several times a year”

In a question that mimicked the previous inquirgaifrequency of park visitation, all
respondents were asked how recently they or a meofibieeir household had visited a local
farmers’ market to purchase locally produced goddlsotal of 78%reported that they or a
household member visit a farmers’ market at Iéasjeral times a year,"with 60%reporting a

visitation at least dfew times a month?” The graph below illustrates the frequency distion:
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Frequency of Farmers' Mkt. Visits

30%:

20%-

7]

0%

Most Days Once a week+ Onceamo. + Fewtimesyr. Sefdfdever

-- Great importance placed on domestically producedbod items
In a two-question set, respondents were firstédskeeport how important they believed

it is that the grocery items they purchase areyred in the United States. As demonstrated by
the graph below, nearly all respondents (97%) tepddhat it is at leas8omewhat important”
that their food be produced domestically, with 7i&orting that it is;Very important”.

B Somewhaf Importance of U.S. Produced Food
O Very

100%-
80%1
60%/1
40%1
20%/

0%

Total
97%

Important Only a Little Not Important Undec

Among the 97% who placed at least some degreepdrii@mnce on their food being
produced in the United States, a follow-up questvas asked to assess the level of importance
respondents placed on their food being produceakéy farmers. While the results are not quite

as dramatic as illustrated in the previous questtmfollowing chart nevertheless demonstrates
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the very high expressed level of importance Kenir@presidents place on locally produced

grocery items:

B Somewhaf Importance of Locally Produced Food
O Very

100%-
80%/1
60%1
40%1
20%/

0%-

Important Only a Little Not Important Undec

Respondents reporting “Very” important in proponti® higher than the overall mean (64%)

included:
“Extremely” concerned about loss of farmland 81%
Northeast region 7%
Under $25K 75%
Open space protection programs “Essential” 74%
“Too few” parks 73%

Farmland protection programs “Essential”
No college women

GR Ward 1 72%
“Too much” county growth
$25-50K

“Very” concerned about loss of farmland 71%
H.S. or less
Women over 50

Funding for Open space programs “Very impt” 70%
Females
Older, no college

Aware of Kent Co. PDR program 69%
Farmland protection programs “Very” important
Age 41-49
Age 65+
“Rural” residents
Women under 50

Question 17

-- Agriculture seen as being an “Important” local e&onomic factor

Respondents were next asked to opine on the extevitich agricultural activity
contributes to the economy in Kent County. A digtajority of 51% offered their belief that
agriculture is ariimportant but not major factor”in the county economy, with 27% reporting
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their opinion that the sector is'lajor factor” . The three remaining possible answés)ly a
minor factor” (14%),“Not really a factor at all” (1%) and the unpromptetil)ndecided” (7%),

combined to form a 22% portion of the sample fas uestion.

Importance of Agriculture to Local Economy

60% - Total
Major/Impt

700/

1TO70

Major Impt not Major Minor Not at All Und

Respondents reporting “Major” factor” in proportianhigher than the overall mean (64%)
included:
Northeast region 42%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss
“Too few” parks 37%
Funding for farmland preservation “Essential” 34%
Open space preservation programs “Essential”
Funding for Open space programs “Essential”
Funding for Open space programs “Very impt”
“Small town” residents
Aware of Kent Co. PDR program 33%
“Rural” residents
Under $25K
Young w/college
GR Ward 3 32%
“Too much” farmland loss

Question 18

-- Uncertainty about extent of land dedicated to agculture

Following the question about the impact of agriardton the Kent County economy,
respondents were asked whether or not over the2pastars, the amount of farmland in the
county had;Increased”, “Declined” or,“Remained about the same’For those expressing an
opinion that it has declined, a follow-up queryeskf it had declinedA lot” , “Somewhat”or,

“Only a little” . While nearly nine-in-ten respondents reportéeleef that the amount of
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farmland in Kent County has declined in the past iscades (87%), a plurality (47%) reported
it had done sd'Somewhat”,with 36% saying it had declinéd lot”, and the remaining portion
of this group (4%) believing farmland in the couhgd declinedOnly a little” . Eight percent
of respondents expressed the belief that it ha@ireed“About the same; one percent offered

that it had; Increased”.

Respondents reporting a belief that farmland hagided “A lot” in proportions higher than the
overall mean (36%) included:

Under $25K 53%

Funding for Open space programs “Essential” 50%

GR Ward 3 47%
Open space preservation programs, “Essential”

Funding for farmland preservation “Essential” 46%

GR Ward 2 45%

Gov't planning “Negative” 44%
$50-75K

“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 43%
Women over 50

“Too much” farmland loss 42%

Older no college
No college women

Farmland protection programs, “Essential” 41%
“Urban” residents

Questions 19-24

-- Maintaining quality of life tops list of “Agreement” statements

The more indirect preceding questions regardingleess’ attitudes toward land use in
the county were followed with a battery of siXAgree/Disagree”— questions which
propounded statements regarding land use, and specgfically, the extent to which
governmental entities should play a role in shajgind\s can be seen by the chart below,
residents agree with statements going toward prasen of farmland and open space by larger
margins — in some cases significantly so as evieléhy the'Strongly Agree” proportions —
than with statements which suggest allowing mafidetes or maintaining the status quo, should
drive decisions regarding developmeNOTE: For those who indicated an opinion, a follow-up
query probed for the respondent’s intensity of iseeit, by asking whether the agreement or

disagreement was feéistrongly” or “Somewhat”.
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RELATIVE LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ON LAND USE POLICY
Sorted by Highest to Lowest TOTAL Agree
Strgly  TOTAL TOT Strgly DK/

[READ AND ROTATE Q.19 TO Q.24] Aaree  Agree  DisAgqr  Disaar  Und

Preserving open space is important to the

0, 0 0 0, 0,
future quality of life in Kent County 61% 89% 9% 4% 2%

The loss of farmland has a negative

: 50% 76% 19% 7% 5%
impact on our local economy

Commercial and residential development in
areas without strong local planning results in  38% 71% 20% 9% 9%
higher costs for government services

If the population continues to grow without
more planning and control over growth and

0, 0 0 0, 0,
development, it will have an overall negative 43% 69% 21% 1% 10%
impact on the economy in Kent County
My local unit of government currently makes 2204 60% 28% 13%  12%

adequate plans for growth and development

Market factors — not government regulation --
are the most important things that should 30% 54% 40% 23% 6%
determine if land is developed or not.

Respondents reporting “Strong agreement” with tteesment that preservation of open space is
important, in proportions higher than the overakkam (61%) included:

Funding for Open space programs “Essential” 84%
Open space preservation programs “Essential” 79%
Northeast region 75%

“Favor” PDRs (Q 2/8)
Funding for farmland preservation “Essential”

Farmland protection programs, “Essential” 74%
GR Ward 1 72%
GR Ward 3 71%

“Extremely” concerned over farmland loss
Funding for farmland preservation “Very Impt”
“Rural” residents

“Too few” parks 70%
Southeast region 69%
“Favor” Kent Co. PDR program (Q 34)
Age 50-55
Younger college educated
“Too much” farmland loss 68%

“Favor” PDRs for farmland (Q 31)
College educated

$25-50K

Older college educated
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Women over 50

“Favor” PDRs for open space preservation (Q 29) %67
Funding for Open space programs “Very Impt”

“Very” concerned over farmland loss 66%
Farmland preservation programs, “Very Impt”

Respondents reporting “Strong agreement” with tte#esnent that loss of farmland has a
negative impact on the economy, in proportions éighan the overall mean (50%) included:

Funding of open space preservation “Essential” 74%
Open space preservation programs “Essential” 73%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 71%
Funding for farmland preservation “Essential”
Farmland preservation programs “Essential” 68%
Northeast region 67%
41-49 Age group 63%
“Too much” county growth 62%
“Too much” farmland loss
“Favor” PDRs (Q 26) 60%
$25-50K 59%
“Favor” farmland purchase PDRs 58%

Funding of open space preservation “Very Impt”
16-25 yr. residents
“Rural” residents

“Favor” Kent Co. PDR program (Q 34) 56%

Respondents reporting that they “Agree” (in totdiat market forces should drive development,
in proportions higher than the overall mean (54%gluded:

“Oppose” Kent Co. PDR program 78%
“Little/No” concern about farmland loss 76%
Farmland preservation programs “Not Imp/Und”
“Oppose” farmland PDRs (Q 31) 75%
“Oppose” Open space PDRs (Q 29) 71%

Farmland preservation programs “Somewhat Impt”
Open space preservation programs “Not Imp/Und” 68%

Farmland loss is “About right” 67%

Farmland loss, “Undecided” 65%
Open space programs “Somewhat impt”

Northeast region 64%
“Oppose” PDR programs (Q 28)
$75-100K

Wyoming 61%
Area resident 16-25 years

Southeast region 60%

Age 65+ 59%

Question 25

-- Most report “Too much” farmland has been lost

Following the battery of statements about landpgiey, respondents were informed
that approximately 18 %of the land dedicated tacajure in Kent County had decreased in the
period between 1978 and 1992. They were then géleag mindful of all the benefits
associated with commercial growth) if the citedrdase in farmland during that period has been
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“The Right Amount; “Too Little”, or,“Too Much”. For those who indicaté@oo much”, a

follow-up query asked if it wauch” or “Somewhat”. Overall, just over six-in-ten (61%)

reported the opinion th&Too much” had been lost. The chart below, illustrates ik&ibution:

O Much

B Somewhat

Impression of Farmland Loss

Too Much  About Right  Too Little

Undec

Respondents reporting that they believe “Too Mugh'total) farmland has been lost, in
proportions higher than the overall mean (61%) utled:

“Too much” county growth 83%
Funding for open space programs “Essential” 80%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 79%
Funding for farmland preservation “Essential” 78%
GR Ward 3 74%
Under $25K 73%
Farmland preservation programs “Essential” 72%
$25-50K
“Too few” parks 71%

“Very” concerned about farmland loss
Open space preservation programs “Essential”
Farmland preservation programs “Very Impt” 70%
Funding for open space programs “Very Impt”
No college women
Women over 50 69%
GR Ward 2 68%
“Favor” PDR programs (Q 28)
“Favor” farmland PDRs (Q 31)
Women
Young w/o college
“Negative” rating for government planning 67%
Favor Kent Co. PDR program
Funding for farmland preservation “Very Impt”
40-49 Age group
Women Under 50
Northeast region 66%
Open space preservation programs “Very Impt”
HS or less
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Question 26

-- High concern over impact of farmland loss on thdéocal economy

Respondents were next informed of Kent County’sréaykings for production of crops
overall, as well as the particularly high rankifigsspecific agricultural products. After a brief
description of these statistics, respondents wated the level to which they were
“Concerned” about the effect the loss of farmland might hawe¢h® health of the local
economy. Overall, combining those voicing eittiextremely” or “Very” high levels of
concern, 59% of all respondents reported “concahb@ut the negative economic impact the loss
of farmland could have on Kent County. If combineith those who reported being at least,
“Somewhat” concerned, the overall level of conaegarding the impact of farmland loss on the

local economy rises to 86%. The following grapbsilrates the distribution of the responses:

| Very Level of "Concemn" About Farmland Loss
O Extremely
Total
60%
. ° Extremely/Very
40%-+
30%+
20%-+
10%+
0% -
Concerned Somewhat A Little Not at all Undec

Respondents reporting that they are “Concernedt¢ital) about the loss of farmland, in
proportions higher than the overall mean (59%) urtgd:

Funding for farmland preservation “Essential” 80%
Open space preservation “Essential” 78%
Farmland preservation program “Essential” 76%
Funding for farmland preservation “Very Impt” 71%

Young, no college
Women over 50

“Too much” farmland loss 70%
Northeast region 69%
“Favor” PDRs (Q 28) 68%
“Too few” parks 67%

Funding of farmland programs “Favor”
Funding of open space programs “Very Impt”
No college women
“Negative” rating on Gov't planning 66%
Farmland preservation program “Very Impt”
Under $25K
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Northwest region 65%
“Favor” Kent Co. PDR program
Women
Post HS
50-55 Age group
“Small town” residents
$25-50K 64%
“Too much” county growth 63%
“Favor” open space PDRs (Q 29)
Funding of farmland programs “Favor”
Older w/college
College women
Open space preservation “Very Impt” 62%

Question 27

-- On follow-up, a fairly even distribution of reasons for concern

Among respondents who expressed at |é@stly a little concern” about the economic impact

to Kent County over the loss of farmland, a follap; closed-end question asked them to select
which of the offered reasons best representdd/*they were concerned. Given the preceding
series of questions heard by respondents regaticengvailability of locally grown food,
environmental considerations, impact on the needdoernmental services and economic
impact, the distribution of answers reveals sonmetloif a potpourri. The closeness of these
results suggests that respondents don’t harbooeaiding reason for concern but rather, have
more than one reason competing for their attentitime chart below, demonstrates the
distribution of respondents’ selections of readonsheir concern:

REASONS FOR CONCERN ABOUT LOSS OF FARMLAND
32% It reduces the availability of locally grown food

28% Maintaining farmland helps preserve environmentelligy

18% Loss of farmland results in a loss of jobs

15% Population growth results in a greater need forises and more taxes
7%  Undecided/Refused

Question 28

-- Very slight majority favor PDRs on initial asking

Respondents were next asked if they woiavor” or “Oppose” a voluntary
government program allowing local units of governite purchase development rights as one
means by which governments can control populatiowth and development. The result to this

initial asking of a specific question regarding Ppiegrams was a bare majority reporting they
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favored the notion. Strength of sentiment aboetqhestion was equal, however, with identical
proportions indicating &trong” preference on the question one way or the otfiére chart
below, illustrates the distribution of responses:

B Somewhat

Favor/Oppose PDRs, Generally
O Strongly

Total
51%

0% -

Favor Oppose Undec

Respondents “Favoring” PDRs (in total), in propantis higher than the overall mean (51%)

included:

Funding for Open space programs “Essential” 70%

“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 69%
Funding for farmland programs “Essential”

Farmland preservation programs “Essential” 68%

“Favor” farmland PDRs 67%

“Favor” Kent Co. PDR program 65%

Open space preservation programs “Essential” 64%

GR Ward 1 63%
GR Ward 3

“Favor” open space PDRs 61%

Aware of Kent Co PDR program
Funding for farmland preservation “Very Impt”
50-55 Age range
Over $100K
Open space preservation programs “Very Impt” 60%
Funding for Open space programs “Very Impt”
16-25 year residents
Older w/college 58%
College women
Women under 50
County growth “About right” 57%
“Too much” farmland loss
Children at home
College educated
Younger w/college
Under age 50
Southeast region 56%
1-15 year residents
Younger/no college
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Question 29 & 31

-- Strong support of PDR’s upon hearing more spedits

As a follow-up to the initial question asking resgents to voice an opinion concerning
PDR'’s generally, a presentation of two rotated tjaes was made. The questions specifically
identified“Open-space”and“Farmland” as the object of hypothetical preservation agtithiat
might be undertaken by a local unit of governmesmiga PDR. When put in the context of the
aforementioned purposes, a significant increaslearproportion of respondents who reported
“Favoring” government use of PDR’s is seen.

In the case of “open space”, defined“as,. a parcel of land in a mostly open and
undeveloped condition . . . and is suitable founaltareas, wildlife and native plantsa very
strong majority of 77%reportéétavor[ing]” the idea overall, 50%saying th&gtrongly”
favored the idea. Similarly, 70%of respondentsraNéFavor[ed]” PDR use in the context of

farmland preservation, 47%trongly”. The following graphs illustrate the distribution

B Somewha Favor/Oppose PDRs, Open Space
O Strongly

80% 1

60% 1

40% 1

20% 1

0% -
Favor Oppose Undec

B Somewhal Favor/Oppose PDRs, Farmland
O Strongly

Favor Oppose Undec
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Respondents “Opposing” PDRs for Open space (ial¥oin proportions higher than the overall
mean (20%) included:

Open space preservation programs “Not impt/Und” 696

Oppose farmland preservation PDRs (Q 31) 51%

Oppose Kent Co. PDR program 46%

“Little/No” concern over loss of farmland 41%

Farmland preservation programs “Not impt/Und” 40%

Oppose PDRs generally (Q 28) 37%

Southeast region 31%
Funding of farmland preservation programs “Notpt/Und

Loss of farmland “Undecided” 30%

Oppose Kent Co. PDR program “Undecided” 27%
Open space preservation program “Smwt impt”

HS or less 26%
Men over 50

Loss of farmland “About right” 25%

Farmland preservation programs, “Smwt Impt”
65+ Age group

Respondents “Opposing” PDRs for Farmland (in tdtéh proportions higher than the overall
mean (27%) included:

Farmland preservation programs, “Not Impt/Und” 73

Open space preservation programs “Not Impt/Und” 0%

Oppose Kent Co. PDR program 68%

“Little/Not” concerned about farmland loss 53%
Farmland preservation “Somewhat Impt”

Oppose PDRs, generally 52%

Amount of farmland loss, “About right” 41%

Open space preservation programs, “Somewhat Impt”  40%

County growth “Too slow” 38%
Amount of farmland loss, “Undecided”

Northwest region 36%

“Undecided” about Kent Co. PDR program

College men 35%

Funding for farmland preservation “Somewhat Impt” 34%

Southwest region 33%
1-15 Year residents

Men 32%

Question 30 & 32

-- Role of government vis-a-vis market forces topeasons to oppose PDRs

After each‘Favor/Oppose” question regarding PDR use in the context of cgeace
and farmland, respondents wt@pposed” the use of them were asked, which of four recited
reasons best described the respondent’s oppositiotite case of open space, 80% of this
subset (16%o0f the entire sample), cited the offeeadon that,Government should not be in the
business of purchasing development rights for lamregervation purposes.iwith 5%citing the

related reason thdtVlarket forces should determine how much open sjpaesailable”.
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Fourteen percent indicated that resources shoulttbeted to other priorities, with one percent
“Undecided.”

In the case of farmland preservation, the spep#icentages citing the reasons for
opposition differed somewhat from those in the adsgpen-space preservation, but the ordering
of the reasons remained the same. That is, thpeprole of government, deference to market
forces, and the existence of other, more prespingyities topped the list of reasons for
opposition to PDRs in the farmland preservationexnamong the 27%of respondents who
expressed opposition. Because a fairly small ntynexpressed original opposition, and there
were five possible categories (includifigndecided”) available to express as reasons for
opposition, dissecting the data by subgroup yie&ty small raw numbers of interviews and are

thus, of minimal analytical value.
Question 33

-- Nearly two-thirds “unaware” of existing PDR program

Respondents were next told that over the past gagdirs, Kent County has operated a
PDR program for farmland preservation. They whentasked if they were aware of the
program or not. Sixty-four percent of respondemdécated that they had not heard of the

program before, with 36%reporting that they had.

Respondents reporting being “Unaware” of the Ket DR program, in proportions higher
than the overall mean (64%) included:

“Undecided” about Kent Co. PDR program 82%
16-25 year residents

“Small town” residents 79%
Under $25K 78%
30-40 year age group 7%
Women under 50 76%
Younger w/o college 73%

Under 50

Younger w/college 72%
County growth “Too slow” 71%

Funding for farmland preservation “Somewhat” Itnp
No college women
GR Ward 2 70%
1-15 year residents
Oppose Kent Co. PDR program 69%
Women
Children at home
Post HS
41-49 year age group
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Question 34

-- Two-thirds “Favor” the existing PDR program

Following the brief description of the Kent CouPR program in the preceding
guestion, respondents were next asked — aparthioomthey might generally feel about PDR
programs — whether or not th&yavor” or “Oppose” the county program just described. As
illustrated by the chart below, two-thirds of akpondents overdlFavor” the program,
37%'Strongly”.

B Somewhal Favor/Oppose Kent Co. PDR Program
O Strongly

Favor Oppose Undec

Respondents “Strongly Favor[ing]” the Kent Co. pragn, in proportions higher than the
overall mean (37%) included:

Northeast region 69%
Open space preservation programs, “Essential” 66%
Funding for open space programs, “Essential” 64%
Funding for farmland preservation “Essential” 62%
Farmland preservation programs, “Essential” 59%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 55%
Over $100K
Aware of Kent Co. PDR program
Favor PDR programs (Q 28) 53%
Favor farmland preservation programs 49%
“Too few” parks 45%

“Too much” farmland loss
Funding for open space preservation programsvétr”

16-25 year residents 44%
50-55 year age group

College educated 42%
“Small town” residents
$25-50K

Women under 50
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Questions 35-42

-- Greatest uncertainty found regarding how PDR prgrams are funded

A series of eight statements regarding PDR prograers presented to respondents and
for each statement, the respondent was asked itatadvhether the statement was an
“Accurate” or “Inaccurate” description of such programs. For five of thehegtatements, a
majority of respondents reported an opinion one wratye other. However, for three of the
statements — two asserting the source of PDR fgraiial a third asserting that other Michigan
communities have seen a benefit from such prografdmdecided/Don’t know’received the
highest proportion of responses. The table bellostiates the distribution of responses,
ranking the statements in order of highest to Idywesportions of respondents reporting that the
statement iSAccurate”.

[[F ACCURATE/INACCURATE, ASK: s that a very or somewhg&ccurate/Inaccurate)
description of the program?AND CODE BEST RESPONSE]

[ROTATE Qs] Very TOTAL TOTAL Very DK/

Accurate Accurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Undec

It has long term benefits to the
community 37% 67% 14% 6% 19%

It improves land values 17% 49% 28% 12% 23%

The program provides jobs and
helps the economy 18%  48% 33% 16% 19%

It reduces the cost for water, sewer
and other services 17% 42% 32% 18% 26%

The program is mostly funded by

local government tax dollars 17% 40% 17% 9% 43%

Other areas in Michigan have seen
a benefit from having a Purchase of 1504, 36% 13% 7% 51%
Development Rights program

The program is mostly funded by
local foundations 9% 24% 24% 11% 52%

It only benefits the farmer 6% 19% 68% 39% 13%

Respondents reporting being “Undecided” about faatimh funding of PDRs in proportions
higher than the overall mean (52%) included:
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“Undecided” about the Kent Co. PDR program 73%
“Undecided” about the amount of farmland loss 68%
Northwest region 66%
Funding for open space programs, “Somewhat” Impt 4%6
50-55 Age group 63%
41-49 Age group 59%
College women
Unaware of Kent Co. PDR program 58%

Funding for farmland programs, “Somewhat” Impt
“Rural” residents

Younger w/college

Women under 50

Respondents reporting that funding from local takads is an “Accurate” (in total) description
of PDR programs (40%) in proportions higher thae thverall mean included:

“Oppose” Kent Co. PDR program 55%

Wyoming 52%
$50-75K

Post HS 50%

“Oppose” open space preservation programs 49%
“Aware” of Kent Co. PDR program

“Oppose” farmland preservation programs 48%

Younger w/o college
No college women
GR Ward 2 46%
“Oppose” PDRs, generally (Q 28)
Funding of farmland preservation “Somewhat” Impt
16-25 year residents
56-64 year Age group

Questions 43-46

-- High importance placed on the existence of lanpreservation programs

In a final test meant to measure opinion about [aredervation activities, two
rotated question sets were presented asking resptatb rate the level of importance
that should be placed on programs to preserve Jdadfopen-space. They were then
offered the following gradations of importance frarhich to chooseEssential”,
“Very important”, “Somewhat important’and,“Not important at all”. For those
placing at least a level 66omewhat important®on preservation programs, a follow-up
guestion asked them to assign the same importatiog scale on there being a
dedicated source of funding for each type of predem program.

Between the two purposes for a land preservatiogram — preserving farmland
and preserving open-space — more respondents plapedtance on farmland (71%
overall, 38%kEssential”), than on the preservation of open-space, althati@3%

overall “Important” (24%'Essential’) the level of importance respondents placed en th
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open-space presentation did not lag far behindlightly lower level of importance was
placed on the existence of a dedicated fundingcgolar preservation programs, with
farmland again nudging out open-space, although &t produced strong majorities
offering their view of the overall importance foedicated funding sources. The

following charts illustrate the distributions.

Degree of Importance for Farmland Preservation Progams

80%1 Fotat

Essential/Very Important

60% 1
71%

rotat
Smwt/Not

40% A

20% 1

0% -

Essential Very Somewhat Not at all Undec
Important Important

27%

34%

29%
7%
3%

Respondents reporting that farmland preservatiargpams are “Essential” in proportions
higher than the overall mean (38%) included:

Funding for farmland programs, “Essential” 87%
Open space preservation programs, “Essential” 81%
Funding for open space programs, “Essential” 80%
“Extremely” concerned about farmland loss 64%
Northeast region 53%
“Favor” PDRs, generally (Q 28) 50%
“Favor” farmland preservation programs 49%
“Favor” Kent Co. PDR program 48%
GR Ward 1 47%
GR Ward 3
Southeast region 46%
“Too much” farmland loss 45%
16-25 year residents
Over $100K
Women under 50 44%
GR Ward 2 43%

“Favor” open space preservation programs

Children at home

College women
How important is it that there be a dedicated fumgdsource for farmland preservation? Is it
essential, very important, somewhat important, arimportant at all?

Essential 61% TOTAL IMPORTANT
Very important

Somewhat important

Not important at all

Undecided/Refused
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Degree of Importance for Open-Space Preservation Bgrams

EocantialN/arg banavtant
HeT Fy—Hpeftaht

60% Essef

v
£920
UO70

Essential Very Somewhat Not at all Undec
Important Important

Respondents reporting that open space preservatiograms are “Somewhat/Not at all”
important in proportions higher than the overall ame(35%) included:

Farmland preservation programs, “Undecided” 76%
“Oppose” open space preservation programs 72%
Farmland preservation “Somewhat” Impt 70%
“Oppose” farmland preservation programs 64%
“Oppose” Kent Co. PDR program 59%
Funding for farmland preservation “Somewhat” Impt 54%
County growth “Too slow” 50%

Loss of farmland, “About right”
Loss of farmland, “Undecided”

Oppose PDRs, generally (Q 28) 49%

Southwest region 42%
“Somewhat” concerned about loss of farmland

Age 65+ 41%

$75-100K 40%

How important is it that there be a dedicated fungdsource for Open Space preservation? Is it
essential, very important, somewhat important, arimportant at all?

20% Essential 57% TOTAL IMPORTANT
37% Very important
34% Somewhat important

7%  Not important at all

2%  Undecided/Refused

HiH#H



